Abstract Interpersonal sensitivity, defined as the accurate recall of another person's nonverbal behavior, was measured in two studies. In Study 1, nonverbal recall accuracy (NRA) was based on recall of cues expressed by a man and/or woman being interviewed on videotape. Retest reliability after 2 weeks was satisfactory and the male and female tests demonstrated sufficient convergence. Participants could assess their own recall accuracy at better than chance levels; ability to decode the meanings of visual nonverbal cues was positively related to NRA; discriminant validity of NRA was demonstrated with regard to general cognitive ability; and women had higher NRA than men. In Study 2, NRA was based on recall of a live interaction partner. Women again had higher NRA than men; NRA was significantly better than chance; and higher NRA was associated with more smiling and self-reported positive affect during the interaction. Nonverbal recall accuracy is a promising new definition of interpersonal sensitivity.
. Individual differences have been documented on a number of different tests of inferential accuracy, and many correlations with personality, psychological and sociodemographic characteristics, and real-world functioning have been reported (e.g., Davis & Kraus, 1997; Funder & Harris, 1986; Nowicki & Duke, 1994; Pickett, Gardner, & Knowles, 2004; Matsumoto et al., 2000; Rosenthal et al., 1979) .
But sensitivity to nonverbal cues does not have to involve interpretation (Bernieri, 2001) . In daily life, people also do a great deal of noticing and recalling nonverbal cues (called ''attentional accuracy'' by Hall et al., 2001 ). This may be an even more ubiquitous process than interpreting cues, because it logically precedes interpretation and it may be more automatic and less effortful. This reasoning is in line with action identification theory (Vallacher & Wegner, 1985 , 1987 , which posits that actions can be identified on relatively low or high levels. Smiling, for instance, would be considered a low-level identification whereas trying to ingratiate would be a high-level identification. It becomes clear that different types of low-level identifications can be in the service of one and the same high-level identification. According to the second principle of action identification theory, a person is more sensitive to high-level as compared to low-level identifications, when both types are available. One might assume that in interpersonal interactions, a person is more attuned to making sense of the interaction partner's behavior (why is he behaving the way he does?-a high-level identification) than to trying to remember the interaction partner's nonverbal cues (how is he behaving?-a low-level identification). Thus, the question of whether people are even able to remember low-level identifications, such as a person's nonverbal behavior during an interaction, merits our attention.
Intuition suggests that noticing and failing to notice others' nonverbal cues should have interpersonal consequences. Consider not noticing that your spouse is eager to tell you something, that your boss is talking more to other co-workers than to you, or that the attractive person across the room is trying to catch your eye. Sometimes we immediately draw an inference about what the noticed cues mean, sometimes we make sense out of them at a later date, and sometimes we change our interpretation in light of new information. Sometimes, interpretation is not required; for example, one might recall how someone walks (and thus be able to recognize him from a distance), or might be aware that one acquaintance smiles a lot while another hardly ever does.
In the present research we began an examination of one kind of attentional accuracy, which we call nonverbal recall accuracy (NRA). Some attention has been given to a different definition of attentional accuracy, recall of the physical appearance of others (Horgan, Schmid Mast, Hall, & Carter, 2004; Schmid Mast & Hall, 2006) . Almost no attention has been given to NRA as an individual skill. We measured NRA using both videotaped people and live interaction partners as stimuli, and we examined reliability, gender differences, accuracy of self-assessment, the relation between NRA and ability to decode the meanings of nonverbal cues as measured by established instruments, convergence between two tests of NRA, the discriminant validity of NRA vis-à -vis general cognitive ability, and the relation of NRA to one's own nonverbal behavior and self-reported feelings during a live interaction. In the following sections we explain why these specific variables were examined.
Gender Differences
Women often score higher than men at judging nonverbal cues indicative of emotion and personality (Ambady, Hallahan, & Rosenthal, 1995; Hall, 1978 Hall, , 1984 Hall, Carter, & Horgan, 2000; McClure, 2000; Murphy, Hall, & Colvin, 2003; Vogt & Colvin, 2003) . Women are also more accurate than men when asked to recall other people's physical appearance (Horgan et al., 2004; Schmid Mast & Hall, 2006) . However, in two studies reported in Hall et al. (2001) in which participants were asked to recall a dyadic partner's nonverbal cues, there was no significant gender difference (and the magnitudes were negligible; unpublished data from Hall et al., 2001) . Firth, Conger, Kuhlenschmidt, and Dorcey (1986) measured NRA defined as participants' recall of smiling, gazing, and amount of talking from videotaped conversations and also found no overall gender differences (statistical test not reported). These null results could represent normal sampling variation within the larger picture of females' superior performance on interpersonal sensitivity tasks, or they could signify that for the recall of nonverbal cues, there is in fact no gender difference.
Accuracy of Self-Assessment
In general, people's self-reports of ability to judge the meanings of nonverbal cues are negligibly related to their tested performance on such tasks (Riggio & Riggio, 2001) , indicating that people have poor insight into their own nonverbal decoding skills. In the present research, we investigated whether people had self-insight into their ability to recall nonverbal cues by asking them after the NRA task to state how much they thought they had accurately remembered.
Relation of NRA to Accuracy in Interpreting Nonverbal Cues Investigators have often observed that different tests of judging the meanings of nonverbal cues are weakly, sometimes negligibly, correlated with each other. For example, Rosenthal et al. (1979) , in analyzing the structure of the Profile of Nonverbal Sensitivity (PONS test), found that face, body, and voice clips whose verbal content was masked were all independent factors, suggesting that accuracy could not be well predicted from one channel to another. Similarly, Hall (2001) cited numerous studies in which different nonverbal sensitivity tests were found to be very weakly related to one another. It is unclear how much this phenomenon is caused by weak internal consistency of the instruments, differing content (e.g., judging emotions versus judging what kind of relationship two people have), or different channels of communication being represented in different tests. NRA is certainly not conceptually synonymous with inferential accuracy, because a person could notice or recall a cue but interpret it incorrectly (as often happens when judging lying versus truth-telling based on nonverbal cues; Zuckerman, Koestner, & Driver, 1981) . On the other hand, one cannot make an accurate inference about meaning unless the cues have been noticed and processed at some level. Firth et al. (1986) correlated NRA with scores on the Profile of Nonverbal Sensitivity (PONS; Rosenthal et al., 1979) , a standardized test of judging the meanings of nonverbal cues. There was a positive association for men for recall of gazing but not for smiling or talking, and no associations for women. In the present research, we investigated whether NRA and inferential accuracy are related, using standard tests of decoding nonverbal cues.
Relation of NRA to General Cognitive Ability Previous research has found very small to modest correlations between general cognitive ability and accuracy on tests of interpreting nonverbal cues (see metaanalyses by Davis & Kraus, 1997, and Halberstadt & Hall, 1980 , as well as other findings reviewed in Hall & Bernieri, 2001) . Although one might reasonably surmise that tests of mental abilities should be positively correlated with each other, the discriminant validity of NRA (and other interpersonal sensitivity tasks) depends on finding weak correlations. To examine discriminant validity, we administered a standard cognitive ability test, the Wonderlic Personnel Test, in one of the present samples (Wonderlic, 2001) .
Relations between NRA, Own Nonverbal Behavior, and Self-reported Feelings
The final question addressed in this research concerns the relation between NRA and one's own behavior and feelings during interaction. In Study 2 we coded the participants' nonverbal behavior and asked them about their happy and anxious affect. Though this analysis was mainly exploratory, some predictions could be made. First, more happy affect, implying heightened interactional involvement, could be expected to be associated with better NRA because under such circumstances a person would be interested in the other's behavior. On the other hand, more anxiety could be expected to be associated with worse NRA due to distraction or self-focus (Patterson, 1995; Schroeder, 1995) .
Overview of Studies
In Study 1 (5 samples), NRA was defined as accuracy in recalling the nonverbal behavior of two individuals presented to participants on videotape, and accuracy was scored as the percentage of behaviors correctly recalled (out of 16). In Study 2, NRA was defined as accuracy in recalling the nonverbal cues of a discussion partner after the participant engaged in a live interaction with that partner. Accuracy was the correlation between the participant's estimate of how much the partner engaged in five nonverbal behaviors and the partner's actual behavior (as determined by videotape coding). Meta-analytic summaries were calculated when a given correlate occurred in more than one sample or study (Rosenthal, 1991) . In both studies, psychometric properties and correlates of NRA were examined.
Study 1

Method
Participants
Study 1 consisted of five samples: Study 1a had 88 participants (33 male, 55 female), Study 1b had 61 participants (27 male, 34 female), Study 1c had 146 participants (52 male, 94 female), Study 1d had 50 participants (27 male, 23 female), and Study 1e had 56 participants (15 male, 35 female, 6 unreported). Participants were tested in small groups except in Study 1a, where they were tested individually. All participants received partial course credit in introductory psychology classes at Northeastern University and ranged in age from 18 to 25 years.
Stimulus Videotapes
Two videotapes were constructed, each containing either a male or a female target individual. Both targets were professional musicians (rock-and-roll for ''Mike,'' rhythm-and-blues for ''Madeleine'') and both were White and in the mid-30s. Each target was videotaped (separately) answering the same eight questions from an offcamera interviewer regarding his/her personal life and experience as a musician. Each target's responses were edited onto two separate tapes (four questions on each tape, hereafter called Tape A and Tape B). Each tape was approximately 5 min long. Thus, there were four stimulus tapes in all (two with Mike's responses, two with Madeleine's responses). One or both of the Mike tapes were used in Study 1a-e, and both tapes of Madeleine were additionally used in Study 1e.
Sixteen nonverbal behaviors were coded from each tape to be the basis for scoring NRA. For Mike, two trained coders (one male, two female) counted the frequency with which each behavior occurred on each tape (two coders per behavior). If there was a discrepancy, a third coder was consulted. If the third coder did not agree with either coder (which occurred in very few instances), the coders viewed the tape together to resolve the discrepancy. For Madeleine, four trained coders (all female) counted the frequency with which each behavior occurred. A behavioral count was recorded when two or more of the coders agreed on the frequency.
For Mike, the behaviors were cough, fold hands, frown, push hair behind ears, laugh, lick lips, point at camera, roll eyes, roll up sleeves, shake head, shrug shoulders, smile, talk with hands, touch hair, use of fillers (''um'' or ''ah''), and use of ''you know.'' The last two behaviors, though not strictly nonverbal, are often treated as such by nonverbal behavior researchers because they are behaviors that serve dialogic rather than linguistic purposes (Knapp & Hall, 2005) . For Madeleine, the behaviors were touch hair or face, furrow brows, laugh out loud, talk with hands, say ''you know,'' shrug shoulders, look sideways or upwards, flash eyebrows, use fillers, press lips together, nod or shake head, cross arms, shift or adjust seat position, close one eye, talk with eyes shut or almost shut, and smile. These behaviors were not identical to those coded for Mike because the two individuals did not display exactly the same repertoire of behaviors. Because Madeleine held a smiling countenance for extended periods, smiling was measured (and asked about on the NRA test) in terms of the percentage of the time spent smiling rather than as a frequency. As with Mike, the tested behaviors included ones that Madeleine exhibited as well as some that she did not.
Procedure
In Studies 1a-1c, participants watched both Tape A and Tape B of Mike. In Study 1d, they watched only Tape B of Mike. In Study 1e, they watched only Tape A of Mike but they watched both Tape A and Tape B of Madeleine. Participants were seated in front of a video monitor on which they watched Mike or Madeleine answering four questions (Tape A or Tape B). Following the viewing, participants were asked to recall his/her behavior with no previous forewarning (except in the case of the retest session in Study 1e). Participants wrote down their estimates of the frequency with which each of the 16 nonverbal behaviors was displayed (as noted, smiling for Madeleine was a percentage rather than a frequency). When both the A and B tapes were used, participants completed the NRA test after each tape. The order of the two tapes was randomized in Studies 1a-c. Participants completed various post-experimental questionnaires as described next.
In Study 1c, following the recall of each tape, participants made self-assessments of accuracy. The item was worded: ''Out of the 16 nonverbal behaviors, how many do you think you were fairly accurate on? ______ out of 16.'' Following the NRA tests, participants were given two short forms of the PONS test (Rosenthal et al., 1979) . The first test consisted of 40 two-s silent video clips of an adult female expressing 20 different affective scenarios using face or body cues. The second test consisted of 40 two-s voice-only items representing the same scenarios expressed by the same expressor (but presented in a different order), which were content-masked so that the listener could not understand the words being spoken. Accuracy on these tests consists of the number of items (out of 40) the test-taker answers accurately according to the test's scoring criteria.
In Study 1d, after doing the recall task, participants made the self-assessment of accuracy (see above) and were given the 24-item adult faces and 24-item adult voices tests of the Diagnostic Analysis of Nonverbal Accuracy or DANVA (Nowicki & Duke, 1994) . The faces test consists of slides of facial expressions showing anger, fear, happiness, and sadness with a corresponding multiple-choice answer sheet. The voices test consists of a neutral-content sentence read by expressors intending to convey the same four emotions. Following this, participants took the Wonderlic Personnel Test (Wonderlic, 2001 ), a 12-min test of cognitive ability that correlates highly with standard IQ measures (Dodrill, 1983; McKelvie, 1989) .
In Study 1e, participants came for two sessions, 2 weeks apart. The first tasks were the Madeleine A and B tests, always administered in this order, with the selfassessment of accuracy following each test as described above. The next task was the Mike test (Tape A only), followed by self-assessment of accuracy. Following the recall tasks, participants were given the DANVA adult faces test and the DANVA adult voices test (see Study 1d). (Due to experimenter error, some participants were not given the latter test.)
In the second session, participants did the recall tests in the same order as in the first session. Following the tests, participants took the video PONS test (see Study 1c).
Scoring of NRA
NRA was scored in terms of the match between participants' estimates of behavior and the coders' measurements. Because it would be too stringent to define accuracy as a perfect match, a response was scored as accurate if it fell within a range. For example, if Mike touched his hair three times, the acceptable range for this behavior might be one to five. In establishing the ranges, we sought to make it so that approximately 50% of the responses would be scored as correct, as this would maximize the possible variance in scores. NRA was calculated by adding all the points received for each tape. Table 1 presents the mean accuracies and standard deviations for NRA in Study 1a-e. As intended, participants were scored as correct on approximately half of the 16 possible behaviors. There is no way to test these scores against a chance value (see Hall, Bernieri, & Carney, 2005) .
Results
Descriptive Statistics
Reliability
Tapes A and B were separately analyzed. Reliability in terms of internal consistency (Cronbach's alpha) was based on 16 items (behaviors). Internal consistency was very weak on average, with a median of .20 across the samples that took the Mike test in Studies 1a-e and the Madeleine test in Study 1e.
Retest reliability was measured in Study 1e (2-week interval). For the Mike test (Tape A only), the retest correlation was r(54) = .36, p < .01, and for the Madeleine test (average over Tapes A and B), the retest correlation was r(54) = .50, p < .001.
Gender Differences
Gender differences were examined as point-biserial correlations between gender (coded male = 0, female = 1) and accuracy. The correlations are positive when women scored better than men, and negative when men scored better than women. (The p-value for a point-biserial correlation is the same as would result from calculating an independent samples t-test.) Table 2 shows that, across the five samples in Study 1, women were more accurate in recalling nonverbal cues than men were, based on a combined p-value (this and the remaining combined ps were calculated using the Stouffer method, one-tail test; Rosenthal, 1991) . 
Accuracy of Self-assessment
For this analysis, correlations were calculated between self-assessments of NRA for the task just taken and actual accuracy on that task. As Table 2 shows, there was an overall positive correlation indicating that participants could significantly report their NRA. Table 2 shows correlations between NRA and ability to decode the meanings of nonverbal cues. On average, ability to decode voice tone cues was not significantly related to NRA, whereas ability to decode visual (face, body) nonverbal cues was significantly related to NRA.
Relation of NRA to Accuracy in Interpreting Nonverbal Cues
Convergent and Discriminant Validity
Convergent validity was measured in Study 1e by correlating the Mike and Madeleine tests with each other, r(54) = .34, p < .01. This indicates significant convergence between these two similarly designed tests. Discriminant validity was examined in Study 1d with respect to general cognitive ability (following from the premise that recall accuracy should not be not redundant with general intelligence). The Wonderlic test had a nonsignificant relation to NRA, r(48) = .15, ns. 
Discussion
In five samples, nonverbal recall accuracy (NRA) for the behavior of persons being interviewed on videotape was measured. Meta-analytic summary demonstrated that women had significantly higher NRA than men, consistent with numerous previous studies on accuracy in decoding the meanings of nonverbal cues. However, this result is not consistent with earlier studies that looked at gender differences in NRA (Firth et al., 1986; Hall et al., 2001) . The greater statistical power of the metaanalysis is able to detect effects across studies that are not apparent (in terms of p-values) in individual studies (Rosenthal, 1991) . Participants were significantly accurate in rating their own NRA, a finding that differs from the general findings for decoding of nonverbal cues, where self-ratings are typically not accurate (Riggio & Riggio, 2001 ). However, we measured selfassessed NRA right after the test was taken. We do not know how well self-assessed NRA would correlate with NRA if participants were asked to rate their accuracy in advance of being tested, or after a longer post-test interval. Ratings of one's ability made in the abstract (as has mainly been done in previous studies) may be less accurate than ratings of one's ability on a test just taken.
A standard intelligence test had a negligible relation to NRA, supporting the discriminant validity of NRA. This result is consistent with previous research that finds typically small correlations between general cognitive ability and performance in decoding nonverbal cues (Davis & Kraus, 1997; Rosenthal et al., 1979) . Convergent validity was supported by the significant correlation between the Mike and Madeleine tests, as well as the positive (small, but significant in the meta-analysis) correlation between NRA and tests of decoding visual nonverbal cues. The lack of such a correlation with vocal nonverbal decoding tests may be understandable, considering that our NRA tests included many more visual than vocal cues. Finding some degree of within-channel specificity is consistent with DiMatteo and finding that scores on different channels in the PONS test were correlated with the (separately measured) preference to attend to those same channels.
Retest reliability was moderately positive after 2 weeks, but internal consistency was extremely weak. The latter is reminiscent of some other nonverbal sensitivity tasks, especially those that have diverse content and/or have fewer items (Hall, 2001) . The low internal consistency of the NRA tests may not, however, be a psychometric weakness because classical test theory assumptions may not apply for this kind of task. On the present task, accuracy may reflect the ways in which attention is allocated during nonverbal cue processing. When viewing the tape, there are many cues to monitor all at once, and it is likely that more attention to one cue or one part of the stimulus (mouth, for example) implies less attention to other cues, which would attenuate correlations between cues. This suggests a bottom-up factor structure model such as discussed by Bollen and Lennox (1991) in which a set of variables collectively defines the construct, in contrast to the classical test theory (top-down) model in which the latent construct is measured by a set of theoretically interchangeable, imperfect indicators. In the bottom-up model, the defining variables do not need to be much, if at all, correlated with each other.
1 Hall (2001) proposed the bottom-up model as possibly applicable to several standard tests of nonverbal inferential accuracy in which internal consistency is weak while retest reliability and validity are supported. One might be concerned that the NRA tests measure general memory rather than a skill that is unique to the recall of nonverbal cues. While it is possible that general ability to remember stimuli may contribute to accuracy on these tasks, the lack of correlation with overall cognitive ability undermines the general memory hypothesis. However, future studies should go further in establishing the cognitive correlates of NRA.
We arbitrarily established a scoring range for each recall item, so that accuracy would be near the 50% level. Although it is not at all unusual within the context of test construction to predetermine the overall accuracy level (by adjusting the amount of information presented to perceivers, for example; Rosenthal et al., 1979) , nevertheless doing so precludes reaching any conclusions about how truly accurate people are in judging the construct in question. Furthermore, it is not possible to know whether our setting the overall accuracy level to be about 50% had any impact on the correlational results.
It is important to demonstrate the generality of NRA and therefore research using different approaches is needed. Though the videotape recall method used in Study 1 had the virtue of providing a common stimulus (and one set of right answers) for all participants, NRA in ''real life'' is much more likely to occur in live interactions. Study 2 measured NRA based on live dyadic interaction, and it also used a different scoring system as explained below.
Study 2
Participants
Participants were 314 (113 male, 201 female) students at Northeastern University who were recruited and compensated as in Study 1a-e.
Procedure
Participants interacted in a laboratory room with a partner (76 female dyads, 32 male dyads, 49 opposite gender dyads). The 314 participants were randomly assigned to be either participant (n = 157) or partner (n = 157). The results reported below refer to the participants only (partner data were used only for scoring the participants' NRA). The dyads interacted for 5 min in one of four instructional conditions: talk about life on campus, get as well acquainted as possible, get acquainted while making a favorable impression on the partner, and discuss how to rearrange the furniture in the room. Because preliminary analyses revealed no impact of this manipulation on NRA, it is not discussed further and all participants are combined across the four instructional conditions.
After the interaction, the dyad members were separated. Without forewarning, participants were asked to rate how much their partner engaged in five nonverbal behaviors: smiling, nodding, gazing at the participant, gesturing with the hands, and self-touching. These were rated on 1-9 scales with the endpoints being hardly ever and a great deal. Participants then rated their own nonverbal behavior in a similar fashion, and lastly they rated their feelings during the interaction on the adjectives happy, cheerful, angry, tense, nervous, embarrassed, relaxed, anxious, and uncomfortable on 9-point scales (with endpoints labeled not at all and a great deal). As their last task, participants took the Interpersonal Perception Task-15 (IPT-15; Costanzo & Archer, 1993) . The IPT consists of short audiovisual excerpts of individuals or dyads with test questions having objectively verifiable answers (as examples, which of two adults is the parent of the child they are talking with; is the person lying or telling the truth; which of two people is the boss of the other).
Both participants and partners were scored for the same five nonverbal behaviors as listed above, based on the videotapes. All were assessed as frequencies except for gazing, which was timed. Trained coders' reliability was assessed via intercoder correlations for subsets of 20 cases (range of rs = .82-.97). Amount of speech was also timed.
Scoring of NRA Each partner's nonverbal behaviors, as coded by the trained coders, were z-scored (across participants) to put them on a common scale and then these values were correlated with the participant's estimates of the partner's behaviors, across the five behaviors. The resulting profile correlation can range from -1.00 to 1.00 and is positive when the participant ranked the partner's relative amounts of each behavior in a fashion that matched the partner's actual behavior.
Results
Descriptive Statistics
The mean level of NRA (r = .25) was greater than the chance value of r = .00 by a single-sample t-test, t(150) = 3.87, p < .001 (Table 1) .
Gender Differences
Women scored higher on NRA than men, r(149) = .17, p < .05. When the metaanalysis was recalculated to include Study 2 along with Study 1a-e, the combined z was 3.16 (p < .001).
Relation of NRA to Accuracy in Interpreting Nonverbal Cues
The Interpersonal Perception Task (IPT) includes vocal and visual nonverbal cues as well as spoken words, though the words are intended to be ambiguous enough not to reveal the correct answers. The correlation between NRA and the IPT was r(149) = .12, p < .13. Though not significant, this correlation is similar to the Study 1 correlations between NRA and accuracy in interpreting visual nonverbal cues.
NRA was also positively related to self-ratings of smiling, r(148) = .24, p < .01, and to the composite of the self-rated adjectives happy, cheerful, and angry (reversed), r(147) = .17, p < .05. Higher NRA was also associated with more self-rated nodding, r(147) = .16, p < .05, and more self-rated gazing at the partner, r(148) = .18, p < .05. Contrary to prediction, there was a negligible association between NRA and anxiety (composite of nervous, awkward, uncomfortable, tense, embarrassed, and relaxed [reversed]), r(147) = .02, ns.
Discussion
In Study 2, which used a very different method of assessing NRA, average accuracy exceeded chance and revealed a significant female advantage as well as several interesting correlations with positive interpersonal involvement. These correlations suggest that greater interpersonal involvement and positive affect may facilitate NRA, perhaps due to heightened orientation to the partner. Visual attention alone does not explain these results because measured gazing at the partner was not significantly associated with NRA (though self-rated gazing was). It seems instead that more positive involvement as indexed by more smiling, more happy affect, and the self-perception of more involvement (smiling, nodding, and gazing) together indicate the motive to process the other person's behavior. The association between NRA and accuracy in decoding cues on the IPT was positive and similar in magnitude to the correlations found for visual cue decoding in Study 1, but was not significant.
General Discussion
Thus far in the interpersonal sensitivity literature, accuracy has mainly been defined as correct interpretation of cues indicative of emotion, roles, relationships, deception, and personality (Hall & Bernieri, 2001) . Within the individual differences tradition almost no attention has been given to accurate recall of nonverbal behavior (NRA), though such recall has been used in experimental paradigms (e.g., Adaval & Wyer, 2004; Hall et al., 2001) . We believe that NRA plays an important role in everyday functioning and should be included both conceptually and empirically in discussions of interpersonal sensitivity.
We found that average levels of NRA exceeded chance in Study 2 (this could not be assessed in Study 1). Internal consistency in Study 1 was poor and may indicate that the attentional patterns underlying NRA have a zero-sum quality (i.e., more attention to one aspect of the stimulus person's nonverbal behavior implies less attention to some other aspect). Internal consistency could not be assessed in Study 2. Retest reliability was promising in Study 1 (it was not assessed in Study 2). Women's NRA was higher than men's in both studies, and in Study 1 higher NRA was associated significantly, though rather weakly, with higher scores on tests of inferring the meanings of nonverbal cues. NRA also increased in correspondence with how positively involved the participant was with the partner in Study 2.
In general, correlations between NRA and other variables were of small to modest magnitude, and sometimes achieved significance only when combined across samples using meta-analysis. Future research should clarify whether NRA has inevitably weak correlates or whether NRA tests could be developed that show stronger correlations. It is worth noting that validity correlations for inferential accuracy tests are typically weak to moderate as well. As examples, the very well established gender difference in nonverbal sensitivity has an aggregate effect of about r = .20 (Hall, 1984) and the entire collection of validity coefficients available for the PONS test at the time it was published had an average absolute value of r = .22 (Rosenthal et al., 1979) .
The present research represents a step in expanding the definition of interpersonal sensitivity. Future research will need to establish a wider network of correlates for NRA. It will also be interesting to develop alternative measurement approaches. Multiple choice and free recall would be options, and in addition more implicit measures of NRA could be developed that do not rely on a person's ability to state explicitly how another person behaved. To the extent that nonverbal cue processing is automatic, an explicit measure such as ours may underestimate NRA (Ambady & Gray, 2002) . In addition, we will need studies that have the potential to reveal reallife interpersonal consequences of NRA. Finally, it is important to establish the generality of findings across different stimulus persons and for different kinds of content. Although we did find encouraging convergent validity between tests showing two different stimulus persons, and some of the results replicated between Studies 1 and 2 even though very different methodologies were used, it remains to be seen how much convergence would occur with other stimulus persons and other settings (other than interview, for example). If convergence is demonstrated, future researchers will be able easily to develop their own stimuli for measuring recall accuracy.
